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Abstract

In this study we provide direct evidence on the relationship between social status and
personality traits. Using survey data from the 2006-2012 waves of the HRS, we show that
individuals’ self-perceived social status is associated with all the “Big Five” personality traits,
after controlling for observable characteristics that arguably reflect one’s actual status. We
also construct an objective status measure that in turn is influenced by personality traits.
Objectively measured status is positively but not highly correlated with its subjective
counterpart and, when incorporated in a regression specification, still leaves room for direct

effects of personality traits on status perception.
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1. I ntroduction

While the standard economics approach posits tittiduals should care only about their
absolutelevels of consumption, income or wealth, histosyweell as mounting empirical evidence
suggest otherwise: in many parts of the world, hursacieties are organized in hierarchical
structures, with many individuals caring about thelative rank in the social ladder. Interpersonal
comparisons and the quest for socio-economic seismportant social phenomena: individuals
driven by ranking concerns aspire to achieve higlusitions in social ranking (Bault et al., 2008)
and get disutility if they are surrounded by othetso have more than they do (Carlsson et al.,
2007).

Although the terminology varies across disciplireesd studies, the search for a better
relative position in society is a classical topicsiocial sciences such as sociology (e.g., Veblen,
1899; Hollingshead, 1975) and social psychologsiiRger, 1954; Loewenstein et al., 1989) and,
in the last decades, starting from Duesenberry®1g)] seminal work, it has been increasingly
attracting the interest of economists. According-tank (1999), the quest for status is a “deep-
rooted and ineradicable element in human nature”14b) and, as pointed out by Postlewaite
(1998), our desire to ascend to the top of a sdwehrchy may have had selection value over the
course of human evolution.

The existing economics literature shows that anviddal's social status significantly
influences her subjective well-being and is coteslawith her behavior in various domains,
including employment decisions, violent crime adda@ation performances (see Section 2 on this).
In this regard, a central point is that, as farnraBviduals driven by a preference for status are
concerned, what arguably matters most for theiiogsoand subjective well-being is not the ‘true’
position they occupy in the social ladder, tdtat they perceivas their own place in the ranking.
And it is plausible to believe that one’s perceied subjective) socio-economic status, i.e., how
objective features associated with one’s statussabgectively filteredneed not coincidevith an
objective measure of relative position in society.

However, despite its importance, the distinctiobmMaen objective status and its subjective
counterpart has received scant attention so firarmecent economics literature on the theme: most
empirical studies exclusively look at objective swa&s of status, e.g., by considering relative
incomes (Gerdtham and Johannesson, 2004; LuttrB8g)2r occupational prestige (Di Tella et

al., 2010)* In contrast, a key feature of our paper is thamnipirically assesses individuals’ social

! Senik (2009) and Clark et al. (2013) are relevexteptions. Clark et al.’s (2013) work shows theif-seported

income comparison is important and interestinglggasts that both whom people compare with andritemsity of
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status both subjectively and objectively and fosusa the relationship between these two
measures. We are able to do this by exploitingestijon contained in our dataset (the H&alth
and Retirement Studwaves 2006-2012) specifically dealing with on@/n status perception.

Our central hypothesis is that subjective sociaeaac status may be (subconsciously but
significantly) biased by individual-specific, noognitive features such as ong@srsonality traits
In particular, by referring to the established “Btgve” model of personality traits (Costa and
McCrae, 1992), that summarizes personality in fieemprehensive traits (i.e., openness,
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeablenesseamdticism), we seek to discover whether, how
and to what extent individuals’ personality chagaistics may distort their perception of their own
position on the social ladder, affecting the in&igonal process through which objective
dimensions of status are subjectively filtered.

Next, we construct an objective measure of sodaus based on information on four
observable variables such as income, wealth, eidacand occupation that (a) arguably reflect
one’s actual position on the social ladder and (b) closely nmiitee status dimensions explicitly
mentioned in the question on self-perceived satatus that is central in our analysis. Since also
objectively measured social status is likely tosignificantly influenced by personality traits, we
examine this relationship separately and we acctamit when linking subjective and objective
measures directly. Our findings indicate that otiyety measured social status is positively but not
highly correlated with its subjective counterpamda when incorporated in a regression
specification, still leaves room for significantelit effects of all the Big Five personality traiis
one’s own status perception. On the whole, theis, study focuses on the complex, intricate
relationships between social status and persortedig depicted in Figure 1.

The remainder of the paper is structured as faloBection 2 contains a review of the
relevant strands of economics literature on sosiatus and personality traits. In Section 3 we
present the data that we use to explore this tdpéction 4 contains the main findings of our
analysis and Section 5 concludes. The Appendixiges details on the construction of some key

variables.

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

income comparisons are largely culture-specificilevin Japan people compare first to friends arehtto work
colleagues, this order is inverted in Europe; néxe, intensity of income comparisons is higher apah than in

Europe.



2. Related literature

By looking at the links between social status aaspnality traits, this paper ties together
two strands of economics literature that so farehbgen developing separately from each other.
The first is what is by now a large line of litare¢ on status-seeking behavior and its relationship
with economically relevant variables. The seconthésyoung but rapidly expanding research area
examining the impact of non-cognitive factors ttadially investigated in psychology (i.e.,
personality traits) on a variety of outcome varabl The following two sub-sections contain a

selective review of these two streams of literature

21 Social status

Status-seeking behavior has been increasinglyctitigathe interest of economists, who
investigated the topic both theoretically and eiopily. Theoretical work has modeled status in
several ways, e.g. in terms of interdependenttiesli(see e.g., Duesenberry, 1949; Frank, 1985;
Bault et al., 2008), relative wealth concerns idueed-form models (Cole et al., 1995), relative
income concerns (Neumark and Postlewaite, 1998)amteplace aversion (Kuziemko et al., 2014).
Maccheroni et al. (2012) provide a theoretical femmark for the analysis of interpersonal
comparison of preferences and establish a beh&vamunadation for preference functionals that
incorporate relative outcome concerns. Empiricatligs documenting relative income concerns
have been conducted both in the lab and in the e2h., Carlsson et al., 2007; Daly et al., 2013).

But why do human beings seem to care so much dimwtthey fare in the “social race™?
So called social comparison theory suggests theat tto it in order to use the comparison with
others to evaluate their own opinion and abilitispward comparisons are motivated by self-
improvement, whereas the opportunity to comparé witess fortunate other raises subjective well-
being (Bault et al., 2008)The link between one’s own status perception ardshbjective well-
being is likely to pass througbocially competitive emotionge. emotions that directly involve
social comparison, such as envy and gloating (Betukl., 2008). As noted by Charness et al.
(2014), further explanations include the desiredominance in competition (Charness and Rabin,
2002), self-image motives (Bénabou and Tirole, 2008blic recognition (Moldovanu et al., 2007)
and the joy of out-performing others (Dohmen et2011).

In essence, then, it seems that people care ataius @s they believe thhaigher status-

2 As they observe, “Social actions, such as consiempare used to communicate to others a signaltafmme private
information that is relevant for the social rankiofgthe individual. The social signal has to betlgo®r else it could

be easily mimicked. For instance, according to ¥eptonspicuous consumption has to be wasteful).(p.
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via socio-psychological channels such as feelinghwoof receiving esteem and respect by others
and/or avoiding negative emotions such as shamellysattached to low status — bugsore
happiness(or subjective well-being). Clark and Oswald (1p9fffer evidence showing that
workers’ reported satisfaction levels are inverselgted to their comparison wage rates. Similarly,
Luttmer (2005) finds that “lagging behind the Jasgsn terms of earnings is associated with lower
levels of self-reported happiness and argues thatedffect is likely caused by a psychological
externality?

Next, an individual's social status is likely t@sificantly influence not only her subjective
well-being but also her behavior within various @dons. Ranking concerns have been empirically
investigated both in the field and in the lab amdenbeen shown to affect women’s employment
decisions (Neumark and Postlewaite, 1998) andilikedl that they “keep the baby” when they
become pregnant (Kearney and Levine, 2014) as aglindividuals’ willingness to engage in
charitable giving (Glazer and Konrad, 1996) andmethical activities (Charness et al., 2014). The
status motive is likely to play a role also in wmidual suicide risk (Daly et al., 2013), in violent
crime, especially among maléand with regard to education performances: lowieaghg students
turn out to achieve better results when they atghonly low-achieving student in the classroom
(Hoxby and Weingarth, 2005). Even in poor environtaesuch as rural India, household decisions
are often affected by status considerations, wimcluce poor families to spend an enormous
amount of money for their daughter’'s marriage, adding celebrations — when the future husband
is from a higher status family — are a signal & émhanced status of the bride’s family (Bloch et
al., 2004).

Although consensus over the broad idea that relginsition matters has been increasing
over time, it is not so clear whichmension(spf relative standing ought to be considered: nedat

standingn terms of wh& As we anticipated above, most economics studiesentrate on relative

% Recent neuroscientific studies exploring the inipzfcsocial comparisons on reward-related activitythe human
brain (Fliessbach et al., 2007; Dohmen et al., 2@tdvide further support to this idea.

* As suggested by Kuziemko et al. (2014), a statasiven such as (what they call) “last-place aversiaright
contribute to explain why prior work found that minal activity increased among boys who moved tttelbe
neighborhoods: these boys now attend better schadisre it is more likely that they are at the bottof the

classroom distribution.



income and wages (e.g., Gerdtham and Johannes3o;, Ruttmer, 2005).As far as objectively
measured social status is concerned, in our erap@italysis we take a broader approach and, as
we explain in Section 3, we look at individualst&d status more comprehensively, by including in

it not only income, but also wealth, education andupational status.

2.2. Personality traits

The power of individuals’ cognitive ability in preting their social and economic success
is well documented. In recent years, economistgadogists, and sociologists have been taking a
complementary road, by actively examining determisiaof social and economic success that go
beyond those captured by cognitive ability (Borghan al., 2008). In particular, it is plausible to
believe that also non-cognitive features relatedanioindividual's personality may significantly
affect both heactual success in life and heerceptionof it. However, little can be found so far in
the empirical literature in order to specificallpesl light on the complex, intricate interplays
between objectively measured social status, pexdesocial status and personality traits.

Personality psychology is the branch of psycholth@gt aims to describe the whole person,
considering both universal traits and individualfetences. Roberts (2009) defines personality
traits as “the relatively enduring patterns of thlots, feelings, and behaviors that reflect the
tendency to respond in certain ways under certagumstances” (p.140). We will exploit this
stability and the individual differences in persityato understand the role played by personality
traits in individuals’ self-assessment of sociatss. Next, we will also pay attention to the
relationship between personality traits and obyetyi measured social status.

In the empirical literature, some studies testedglneral hypothesis that personality traits
play an important role in people’s success in ld#ecting their socio-economic condition and,

therefore, their actual location on the social Ed&ome prior research on the theme was based on

® It is also worth noting that, as pointed out byuleark and Postlewaite (1998), there is a broad afrapecific forms
that a relative income concern may take: a conadttm how far one is from the top of the income disition, how
far from the bottom, or one’s percentile rank ia thstribution.

® Di Tella et al. (2010) look at (objective) statysassessing it by means of a measure of the sittached to each job
depending on the skills it requires. Their findirigdicate that, controlling for changes in inconmalividuals report
higher happiness when they obtain a job that ism#ele more prestigious. The construction of objective
multidimensional measures of status dates backotwepring work conducted by Hollingshead, who laterposed a

“Four Factor Index of Social Status” based on etlanaoccupation, sex, and marital status (Hollhegsd, 1975).
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the effects on achievement and vocational sucdefganteraction between personality traits and
cognitive abilities and emphasized the role of espeality trait such as conscientiousness (Jensen,
1998). Recent work specifically investigated theatt of personality on key components of actual
status, such as economic success, education andational status. Almlund et al. (2011) focus on
personality traits as predictors of several outcoragables including academic and economic
success and document that personality measures gnedictive as cognitive measures, even after
controlling for family background and cognition €sen this also Becker et al., 2012). As to the
effect of personality on earnings, Drago (2011 wdran previous work on the theme and shows
that individuals’ self-esteem — i.e., the percaptioat individuals have about their own abilityash

a large causal impact on their earnings. ProtoRunstichini’'s (2012) empirical study reveals that
personality traits such as openness, consciengsgs@and extraversion significantly increase
income. Next, Caliendo et al. (2014) find that sal/personality characteristics significantly affec
entry into self-employment and survival of self-dayed persons, documenting that the
explanatory power of non-cognitive skills is conmgdae to that of education, which is one of the
key determinants of entrepreneurship.

In the management and psychology literature, theadled “Big Five” model (Costa and
McCrae, 1992) is one of the most commonly usedrtaroes to represent the personality domain
(Deck et al., 2008). This framework is based oive-factor structure and, at the broadest level of
abstraction, the five key factors are traditionalpeled as: (i) openness to experience; (ii)
conscientiousness; (iii) extraversion; (iv) agrdeaess; and (v) neuroticishithe Big Five model
provides us with a comprehensive categorizatiopestonality traits: in Appendix Table Al we
report a general definition of the five factorséakirom the APA Dictionary of Psychology and the
personality facets (i.e., more narrowly definedt$daassociated with them in our analysis. This
model posits that the score of an individual insthedimensions characterizes her stable pattern of
thoughts and feelings (Rustichini et al., 2012).

Subsequent research offered evidence that mosteo¥ariables used to assess personality
traits in scholarly work in the field of personglpsychology can be mapped into one or more of
the dimensions of the Big Five (John, 1990; CosthMcCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1993). Moreover,
Costa and McCrae (1992) argue that the Big Fiverthean be interpreted as the longitude and
latitude of personality traits, by which all morarrowly defined traits (often called ‘facets’) may
be categorized. However, in our work we will stickthe more common approach to the Big Five

framework assuming that each personality aspeasssciated to one trait only. This approach is

" From the initial letters of the five factors, tBig Five model is also called with the acronym OQEA
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also suggested for our survey data in Smith €2al 3).

3. Data

Our analysis is based on data from the HEalth and Retirement Stud¢iRS), a biannual
panel survey on a representative national samptleeofmerican population aged 50 or more. HRS
was designed to obtain detailed information regaydihe dynamics of retirement and how
retirement interacts with health, health insurareoed economic well-being. The survey provides
detailed information on a wide range of domainshsas demographics, health status, housing,
disability, employment history and net worth, paigta comprehensive picture of the cohorts under
study.

HRS is made of a core part available since thedhiction of the survey (in 1992), plus
further sections that have been added over timethik study we focus our attention on the
“psychosocial and lifestyle” section. This modulasantroduced in 2004, and included personality
variables since 2006. For this reason, the anapysisented in this paper is based only on the last
four waves (from 2006 to 2012) available at theetiof writing. In every wave questions of the
“psychosocial and lifestyle” module are asked tmtating 50% of the full sample, which means
that the same household fills in the module every fears. Therefore, a typical household in our
sample answers twice to the same questions: in 26662010, or in 2008 and 2012. Overall we
have 16,516 observations on 9,979 households. s fon individuals with full information on all
the variables under investigation and in the 5@&@e range, which is important because individuals
in this age group have stable personality traiexr@cciano, et al., 2006; Cobb-Clark and Schurer,
2012).

3.1. Summary statistics

The target variable for this study is the subjectwvaluation of an individual’'s own position
on the social ladder (i.e., her Subjective Sociotteenic Status; hereafter, SSES). The variable

originates from the following question of the HR§/ghosocial module:

“Think of this ladder as representing where peogiand in our society. At the top of
the ladder are the people who are the best offosehwho have the most money, most
education, and best jobs. At the bottom are th@leewho are the worst off — who have

the least money, least education, and the wors @bno jobs. The higher up you are



on this ladder, the closer you are to the peoplthatvery top and the lower you are, the

closer you are to the people at the very bottom.”

The answer has to be provided by drawing a crossnenof the ten rungs in a picture of a
ladder, giving the individuals a simple, intuitiaad clear way to immediately understand what the
guestion asks, by somehow visualizing the enti@esp and her own position at the same time.
Moreover, it is worth stressing that the questicakes people think about their position explicitly
by mentioning (and therefore making salient) thwbgective dimensions such asney education
andjobs We should then expect that a rational agent atdga rung of the ladder coherent with
these dimensions. Our first goal is to understahéther the self-assessed position in the social
ladder correlates with personality traits, aftentcolling for the observable information on income,
wealth, education, and occupation. The Big Fivesqeality traits are built as five indexes
(openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, adeeeab, and neuroticism) from the answers to a
guestion asking to report how well each of 26 adjes fits the respondent. The procedure is taken
from Smith et al. (2013); for details see the Apjign

Table 1 reports summary statistics on the variabsegl in this analysis, together with the
polychoric correlatiofiof each variable with the SSES index. We divide ¢fplanatory variables
in three groups: social, control and personalityaldes. The first group is meant to collect ak th
“objective” dimensions that should characterize’®aetual positioning in the social ladder (that is
income, wealth, education, and occupatidniontrol variables include basic demographic
information (age, gender, race, etc.), as wellndsrination on (subjective and objective) health
status and experienced past traumas. We include teriables (for details see the Appendix) as
we believe that health and negative life events mag one’s (subjective and objective) social
status™

As we can see from Table 1, all the variables shigwificant degrees of correlation apart
from the year dummies. Correlations of SSES areoafse high with the social variables, but also
with self-assessed health status. They are alsergignhigh with the personality traits: we notice

& We use polychoric correlation because the vasmbiivolved in the analysis are discrete.

° All monetary values are reported to 2010 priceiation adjustments are made using the BLS Consiiriee Index,
all urban consumers, all items (annual average).

19 Several studies have documented that negativeviats (such as losing a child, having a lifedtering illness and
suffering a physical loss) can produce adverse¢tieind indirect) economic consequences latefar{di.g., Boden et

al., 2001; Knodel and Im-em, 2004).



that people who are more open, conscientious, \extied and agreeable on average report a higher
position on the social ladder. On the contraryjitials with a higher neuroticism index declare a
lower position.

At the end of Table 1 we report summary statidiicsSSES and for a variable that we label
Objectively measured Socio-Economic Status (hexga@SES). This index is drawn from a factor
analysis with polychoric correlation, drawn sepalsatfor each wave, that takes as explanatory
variables: the degree of education (college, highosl, lower), the employment status (self-
employed, employee, other), and the logs of incofimancial and real wealth' This variable
should provide us with an “objective” measure afiabstatus, or at least a measure coherent with
the HRS “social ladder” question that, as we natiedve, explicitly mentions these variabtésve
rescaled the OSES index to have the same avera§8ES. Reassuringly, OSES is also highly —
although not extremely — positively correlated WHBES (+39.9%).

We can interpret the correlations of Table 1 asrelirpinary indication that the self-
evaluation of an individual is linked with her so@conomic characteristics as well as with her
personality traits. However, these correlations rbayspurious, as we are not controlling for
observable characteristics that in turn may infagemdividuals’ social ladder positioning. The
purpose of the next section is then to explore nmomepth the connection between self-assessed
social status and personality variables, by mednsegression analyses that also control for
observable characteristics of an individual.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

4, Empirical analysis

The complex net of relations tying together SSESES and personality traits is sketched in
Figure 1. Socio-economic status, measured witlteehself-reported evaluation by the individual
(SSES) or an index constructed on economic vasaf§lSES), is influenced by personality. The
effect of personality is likely different dependiog the social status measure that we consider:

personality acts as a lens that distortspihieeptionof the individuals if we consider SSES, while it

™ The factor is mostly determined by income and tteals it is highly correlated (0.99) with an atiative indicator
drawn from factor analysis but excluding information education and occupation. In other wordspasbfectively
measured social status, we see that in our daitadndls’ social status is well captured by theibromic status.

2 These dimensions are consistent with the classic Factor Index of Social Status proposed by Hg#lhead (1975).
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affectsbehavior(e.g., impacting outcome variables such as edutatattainment and professional
success), if we analyze OSES. It follows that tiv® tmeasures are then tightly linked via
personality traits. In order to better understamese relations, we have estimated some regression
models with different specifications.

We start in Sub-section 4.1 with an analysis onlithie between SSES and personality. In
Sub-section 4.2 we further look at the differeneéngen those individuals who overestimate and
those who underestimate their social status. Insgghion 4.3 we study the relationship between
OSES and personality and, finally, in Sub-sectioh #ve wonder how this may influence SSES.
All the analyses are drawn from OLS or probit regrens with standard errors clustered at the

household level to account for possible correlaiacross observations from the same household.

4.1. Subjective social status

Columns (1)-(3) of Table 2 report the output of ey OLS regressions where the
dependent variable is SSES. The first model, regort Column (1), takes as regressors only the
socio-economic variables mentioned in the socadda question. This basic regression tells us that,
as expected, the socio-economic variables areyhigihévant: better-educated, self-employed and
richer individuals report themselves higher onlduzler.

In Column (2) we enrich the specification by alslaliag socio-demographic variables. The
results about the variables already used in Col@mrare in large part confirmed, both for the
magnitude and the significance of the effects. As the newly added explanatory variables,
Column (2) tells us that older, married individuaied individuals declaring very good health report
higher status. In contrast, women, individuals withor health status or who suffered from some
sort of trauma during life — in particular duringildhood or adolescence — report lower SSES. It is
interesting to notice that self-reported good heaktems the variable with the highest impact on
perceived social status. This result may indicaéd some common factors that affect both types of
self-evaluation can be at play. In other words,dtieng effect of self-rated health on self-repdbrte
social status can spring from some omitted varididé might explain the general predisposition of
the individual in self-rating herself.

To try and discover what can affect the perceptibimdividuals, in Column (3) we insert in
the specification also the Big Five personalityt&ralhe results are in line with what we expected.
As we have conjectured in previous sections, thegoality of an individual is important to explain
her own status perception. In support of this, vatice that the R-squared statistic increases
considerably once we insert the Big Five varialibethe regression (much more than after adding

the nine socio-demographic variables in Column) (8%. our preliminary analysis suggested, traits
11



like openness, conscientiousness and extraversawe b positive and highly significant effect;
agreeableness and neuroticism on the other hapthyglia negative but still significant effect. The
signs of the coefficients are identical to thosarfrdescriptive statistics in Column (1), with the
exclusion of agreeableness that is now negativausecwe control for other socio-economic and
demographic characteristics. The effect of the ieim@ socio-economic characteristics is similar
to our previous regressions, with the main exceptibthe self-assessed health status that is now
much lower. This supports our previous argumertt tthe coefficient in Column (2) was biased by
the omission of personality variables. This mediat inserting the personality of the individuals
among the explanatory variables adds informatiothéobasic specification, but does not interfere
with it.

As a robustness check we also tried to investidatiher personality dimensions (beside the
Big Five traits) could be relevant in determininige tbias in social ladder perception. We
constructed these variables from HRS following &met al. (2013). Personality variables not
related to the Big Five model, like pessimism, Heggness and hostility, turn out to be significant,
decreasing only in part the predictive power of Big Five variables. Although the analysis loses
nearly 2,000 observations when incorporating tliedber personality dimensions, the main results
are nonetheless confirmed — apart from the consoiesmess variable, whose effect is now

absorbed by other dimensions. The full regressidpud is shown in Appendix Table A2.

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

4.2. Upward and downward bias in status perception

Who is more likely to overestimate her positiorthe social ladder? In this sub-section we
extend our previous analysis to the study of tharatteristics that correlate with the tendency to
over- or under-estimate one’s own social status.pérticular, we conjecture that people
overestimating their position may have differentrspaality traits compared to people
underestimating their position. For this purposespét the sample in two groups, based on the
outcome of the regression in Column (1) of Tabl@I2 residual from such regression informs on
the deviation of SSES from its objective socio-anuit determinants: a positive residual means
that the individual is overestimating her socialtss (i.e. amupward biasoccurs), while a negative
residual means that she is underestimating healssteitus ownward biak

Column (4) of Table 2 shows average marginal &féom a probit regression where the
specification is identical to that of Column (3utlthe dependent variable is a dummy equal to 1 if

the individual is found to overestimate her so@tdtus (i.e., the residual is positive) and 0
12



otherwise. The results suggest that marital staiyes, gender and self-reported health have a strong
effect on the probability of overestimating sogtdtus. For example, reporting to be in a very good
health status increases the probability of upwaad by nearly 6%. Importantly, personality seems
to play a key role also in this case. The patterthe same as in previous analyses: openness,
conscientiousness and extraversion have positieetsf while agreeableness and neuroticism have
a negative effect. In this case the interpretabbérthe effects is quite different, though. Now
personality does not increase or decrease the pgiemceof the status but determines a larger or
smaller probability of misinterpreting the realtsg As an example, a person who is open to
experience has a larger probability (11% higherefach point on a 1-4 scale) to overestimate her
real status and report a level on the social lattris above what it should have been.

After this analysis, we have some indication thegt two groups are different in terms of
socio-demographics but also personality and econaitiiation. In Table 3 we report a set of
mean-comparison tests that examine, variable byablar the difference between the two
subsamples. Regarding the socio-economic varialesgind that people who tend to overestimate
their position are better ranked in terms of botimay and education. Among the individuals more
inclined to underestimate themselves we find adrdraction of females, immigrants, non-white,
and people with chronic diseases or who sufferedhftife traumas. We also find that people
overestimating their position are in general olaled more frequently they report good health status
(the average fraction of persons in good healtiénupward bias subsample is 50.6%, 20% higher
than in the other sub-sample). Finally, regardiagspnality, the two groups also display significant
differences. The pattern is similar to what we fwefore, but not identical. Those individuals
whose own status perception is biased upwards ayleeth on openness, conscientiousness,
extraversion and agreeableness and lower on neigrotiOnce again, the sign of the agreeableness
coefficient is in contrast with our regression aufpthis is the consequence of looking at each

variable separately without controlling for othé@mensions.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

4.3. Objectively measured social status

As we noted above, the alteration of the indiviuglerspective might not be the only
channel through which personality affects her dostatus. It is in fact plausible that some
characteristics of personality operate throughkibkavioral channel and affect the probability to
gain levels in the actual social ladder. As we ol in Sub-section 2.2., by focusing on the key

components of objective social status, prior rese&as provided some support to this hypothesis.
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For example, more open people may be more actigesaccessful when searching for a job (e.g.,
Barrick and Mount, 1991; Boudreau et al., 2001).réMoonscientious individuals may be more

committed to their studies, allowing them to obthigher education (Noftle and Robins, 2007).

People who are more agreeable and neurotic canel&ewr and too unstable when it is time to

“fight” for a promotion or a better job. In this Isisection we therefore explore the existence of a
second channel that links personality to the actoalal ladder positioning through a connection

between personality and real life outcomes.

In the first two columns of Table 4 we report thesults of OLS regression where the
dependent variable is our objective measure ofatstatus OSES. In order to obtain clear results,
the explanatory variables for these regressionsdeconly socio-demographics (without economic
variables, i.e., those that we used in the factalyais to construct OSES.) From Column (1) we
find that the level of OSES increases with age mntigher for married individuals. Females,
immigrants, non-white individuals and people withranic diseases report lower OSES, while
reporting very good health condition significantgosts the level of social status. It then seems
important not only to be healthy, but also feel healthy. Having suffered from life traumas
(especially in childhood) also decreases OSES.llfgindne year of the survey turns out to be
relevant, too. It seems that the objective socmemic position lowers with time. This result
suggests that either the effect of ageing cleamé¢ideocohort effect is negative, or more simplyttha
the recent financial crisis has determined the ®wmrgy of the economic situation for many
individuals.

In Column (2) of Table 4 we report the estimatidrttee model in which we add the five
variables representing the Big Five factors of peadity. It turns out that personality traits are
tightly linked also to the objectively measuredista Individuals who are higher on openness and
conscientiousness achieve higher staflis; contrast more extraverted, agreeable and rieurot
persons achieve lower status. The signs of theopality traits are the same as those on the
correlation with SSES, with the only exception a&fraversion. Therefore, on the whole, we find
that extraversion has a positive effect on SSESandgative effect on OSES. It is plausible to
think that individuals who are too extraverted du fit well in a team work and in general in a
working environment that requires obedience to @ity or they are not enough committed and

focused on the assigned tasks. This result differa the one on extraversion reported by Proto and

13 These findings are broadly consistent with the Itesillustrated by Jensen (1998), documenting aecefof
conscientiousness on academic and vocational syc@w by Proto and Rustichini (2012), showing that
conscientiousness and openness positively affeonie.
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Rustichini (2012), who offer evidence that thigttpositively influences income. Finally, the basic
socio-demographics we inserted in the models resigimficant and the effects are similar to what
we have found in the basic specification. Femate-white and immigrate individuals display

lower status; older and married individuals disgtegher status.

4.4.  Subjective and objectively measured social status

As a final step in our analysis we put togetherwheables of interest illustrated so far, in
order to paint a comprehensive picture of the linkveen personality traits, objectively measured
social status and subjective social status. Badutescheme of Figure 1, we now aim to link SSES
with OSES. In Column (3) of Table 4 we report an3tegression similar to the one shown in
Column (3) of Table 2, where we replace all theies@conomic variables with OSES (which
originates from them.) The results confirm that @3& the most important factor that can explain
self-assessed social status. The pattern of efigcthe socio-demographics is similar to the
previous regression, and overall the explanatowygomf the regression is not too penalized by the
fact that here we are summarizing all the relevenainomic determinants through a single index.
Personality still shows to have a large and sigaift effect.

As we have seen so far, the OSES and SSES measarbsth affected by the personality
traits of the individual answering the questioneait is therefore possible that the previous OLS
regression shown in Column (3) suffers from a loias to the endogeneity of the OSES variable.

To formalize this, let us defin& a vector of observed exogenous explanatory vasakind

£=(£S,£o) as unobserved error processes, possibly correlaidd each other. Consider a

triangular structural model of the form

(1) SSES= ), + OSHS* &,

(2) OSES= X5, +&,.

Estimation of equation (1) may give rise to biageS results because OSES is an
endogenous variable. In order to solve this problaruse an instrumental variable approach that
will ensure clearer and unbiased results (provithadl the instruments used are valid). We estimate
the model based on the approach of Lewbel (201B¢ tBchnique allows to artificially create
instruments for the first stage equation, and efulsvhen the IV model otherwise does not meet
the order condition for identification — that ish&n there are no valid instruments available (as in
our case.)

Lewbel (2012) suggests to run the first stage s=goa of the endogenous variable on all

exogenous variables (that is, to estimate equa@)h and then generate instrumesas the
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residualsg(; multiplied by each exogenous regressoraan-centered form,
(3) Z=(X-X)g,.
Identification is achieved by imposing thaby( X,£3)#0  a@dv( X,£:£,) =0 ™ In the

presence of heteroskedasticity in the error procéss correlated with OSES; the correlation is
higher the greater the degree of heteroskedastititg estimator works well in simulations and
empirical applications (Lewbel, 2012), althoughsitless precise than an IV estimator obtained
from standard exclusion restrictions. The resuitthe second stage regression, reported in Column
(4) of Table 4, are reassuring. The vast majoritthe effects are confirmed, and only the marginal
effect of OSES decreases considerably. Howeves 4till significant. It is worth noting that
personality still displays not only the same sigi &lso a similar magnitude of the coefficients.
This result provides further evidence that indekd toncepts of personality, subjective and
objectively measured social status are tightly dohkogether. They influence each other in a

significant way, and omitting one of them may iclwoe a non-negligible bias in the analysis.

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

5. Concluding remarks

In this paper we wondered whether an individuabeia status is influenced by her
personality traits. Results from our regressionlyama suggest that a large number of individual
objective characteristics are significantly relatecdne’s self-assessment in the social ladder. Age
and gender play an important role in determining lam individual self-evaluates herself; married
individuals and people in good health are morelyiki® report higher social ladder levels.
Importantly but not surprisingly, perceived so@#dtus is highly correlated with the variables that
are usually viewed as the key objective dimensminsocio-economic status, that is the level of
education, the amount of income and wealth, andigateonal status. Moreover the subjective
socio-economic status measure (SSES) is positigetyelated with such personality traits as
openness, conscientiousness and extraversion agdtivedy correlated with such traits as
agreeableness and neuroticism. We find similarcteffen the probability to overestimate or
underestimate her own position in the social ladder

SSES is also positively but not highly correlatdee (correlation is 0.40) with an objective

14 Lewbel (2012) shows that these restrictions areroon in models featuring endogeneity or mis-measarg.
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measure of social status (OSES) derived from in&ion on income, wealth, education and

occupation, i.e., the dimensions explicitly menédnby the HRS social ladder question that is
central for our analysis. We therefore also exmldiee link between objectively measured socio-
economic status and the personality of individu@lse results confirm that there is a significant

relationship between them: a more conscientiousagash person has higher OSES while a more
extraverted, agreeable and neurotic person has IOSES.

As a final step of our exploration of the net ofat®ns between personality and social
status, we inserted OSES in a regression of SSB&;ewve found that it has indeed the expected
positive effect. More interestingly, we showed ttie five traits describing the personality of an
individual are also relevant and, actually, heawffect one’s perception of her position in the
social ladder. Specifically, traits such as opeanesnscientiousness and extraversion increase the
personal evaluation of one’s own position on thaaddadder, while agreeableness and neuroticism
lead people to report a lower status. It is impdrta notice that in the last regression a probdém
endogeneity could arise since personality affecth the dependent (SSES) and an explanatory
variable (OSES). To address this problem we estichah 1V regression based on the approach of
Lewbel (2012). The results are all confirmed eveth whis specification.

The main message we can take out of the analysesamied out in this paper is that non-
cognitive factors such as individuals’ personatigits are important to shape both objective and
subjective socio-economic status indicators. On wiwle, a dual channel through which
personality affects self-perceived status seemiset@t work: a directperception-baseathannel
through SSES and an indirebghavioralchannel through OSES.

On more general grounds, this evidence offers @énrslipport to the idea that subjective and
objective measures of status provide independéntnration, so that future empirical research on
social status may benefit from the simultaneousuese to the two indicators and obtain new,
insightful results on the relationship between absiatus and economically relevant variables.

Next, we claim that shedding light on new determisaof status concerns is important as
knowing where people believe that they are possibm the social ladder is relevant for our
understanding of economic phenomena such as,l&xgr, supply or aggregate consumption and
savings patterns. Moreover, one’s self-ranking getion is likely to directly and significantly
shape one’s preferences for redistributive poli¢dssina and Giuliano, 2010), which in turn are
likely to impact one’s voting behavior. Our reshi¢ts implications also for the happiness literature.
In this stream of research, recent work shows thartsonality traits mediate the complex
relationship between income and life satisfacti®no{o and Rustichini, 2012). In this regard,

insofar as one’s perception of her own positiorithi@ social ladder influences her happiness, our
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finding would imply that subjective social statssa further channel through which personality
traits might affect individual happiness. This tleens left as an interesting avenue for future
research.
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Appendix: Health, trauma and per sonality scores

a) Health

The “self-assessed good health” variable originfxtes the following question:
“Would you say your health is excellent, very gagabd, fair, or poor?”
Possible answers are: “Excellent”, “Very good”, ‘@&, “Fair” and “Poor”. We consider a dummy
variable equal to 1 if the answer to the previoussgion is “Excellent” or “Very good”.
The “chronic diseases” variable originates fromftiiewing list of questions on chronic diseases:

“Has a doctor ever told you that you have canceraomalignant tumor, excluding minor
skin cancer?”

“Has a doctor ever told you that you have high lWgwessure or hypertension?”
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“Has a doctor ever told you that you have diabaietigh blood sugar?”

“Has a doctor ever told you that you have chroniad disease such as chronic bronchitis
or emphysema?”

“Has a doctor ever told you that you have had arhedtack, coronary heart disease,
angina, congestive heart failure, or other hearmlpliems?”

“Has a doctor ever told you that you have had ak&?”

“Have you ever had or has a doctor ever told yoat tyou have any emotional, nervous, or
psychiatric problems?”

“Have you ever had, or has a doctor ever told yloat you have arthritis or rheumatism?”

Possible answers to each item are: “Yes”, “Dispptevious wave record, but now has condition”,
“Disputes previous wave record, does not have ¢mmdiand “No”. We consider a dummy
variable equal to one if at least two of the eigjmonic diseases have ever been experiencedf i.e.,
the respondent answered “Yes” to at least two efahove questions. We chose to consider the
presence of at least two, rather than just oneritirdiseases to have more heterogeneity in this
dimension. In fact, in our sample nearly 88% of thgpondents answered “Yes” to at least one of
the above questions. Moreover, only individualshviivo or more chronic diseases less frequently

self-assess good health status in our data.

b) Traumas

The “life traumas” variable originates from theléoling question:

“For each of the following events, please indicateether the event occurred at any point
in your life. If the event did happen, please iatkcthe year in which it happened most
recently.

Has a child of yours ever died?

Have you ever been in a major fire, flood, earthajaor other natural disaster?

Have you ever fired a weapon in combat or beer fingon in combat?

Has your spouse, partner, or child ever been aédi¢b drugs or alcohol?

Were you victim of a serious physical attack oma$isn your life?

Did you ever have a life-threatening illness orideat?

Did your spouse or a child of yours ever haveftlfreatening illness or accident?”

Possible answers to each item are: “Yes” and “N@llowing Smith et al. (2013), our variable is

the sum of the events arisen.
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The “early life traumas” variable originates frohetfollowing question:

“For the next set of events, please think about ybuldhood growing up, before you were
18 years old.

Before you were 18 years old, did you have to gieaa of school over again?

Before you were 18 years old, did either of yourepés drink or use drugs so often that it
caused problems in the family?

Before you were 18 years old, were you ever phigiabused by either of your parents?”

Possible answers to each item are: “Yes” and “N@llowing Smith et al. (2013), our variable is

the sum of the events arisen.

c) Personality

Personality scores are constructed from the fotigvegjuestior!?

“Please indicate how well each of the following cléses you.
[a] Outgoing

[b] Helpful

[c] Moody

[d] Organized
[e] Friendly

[f] Warm

[g] Worrying

[h] Responsible
[] Lively

[j] Caring

[K] Nervous

[l] Creative

[m] Hardworking
[n] Imaginative
[0] Softhearted
[p] Calm

[q] Intelligent

15 Since 2010 the question includes five more iteffeckless”, “Self-disciplined”, “Impulsive”, “Cautius” and

“Thrifty”. We exclude them from the analysis as\ttage not available for the whole sample.
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[r] Curious

[s] Active

[t] Careless

[u] Broad-minded
[v] Sympathetic
[w] Talkative

[X] Sophisticated
[y] Adventurous

[z] Thorough”

Possible answers to each item are: “A lot”, “Sont&’]ittle” and “Not at all’, to which we assign
the value 4, 3, 2 or 1 respectively. We assigrrélerse code to all items apart from [p] and [t].
Following Smith et al. (2013), scores are builtresaverage of the following items:

Openness: [I], [n], [a], [1], [ul, [X], [y].

Conscientiousness: [d], [h], [m], [t], [z].

Extraversion: [a], [e], [i], [S], [w].

Agreeableness: [b], [f], [il, [0], [V].

Neuroticism: [c], [g], [K], [p].

Each score is missing when more than half of theetlying items are missing.
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Figure 1. Personality traits and socio-economic status

SSES

Personality traits

OSES

Note: SSES stands for Subjective Socio-EconomituStavhile OSES stands for Objectively measureddsBconomic Status.
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Table 1. Summary statistics (16,516 observations)

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. M ax. Correlation
with SSES
Social variables
High school 0.187 0.390 0 1 0.226
College 0.104 0.305 0 1 0.399
Employee 0.296 0.456 0 1 0.027
Self-employed 0.090 0.287 0 1 0.156
Ln(income) 10.624 1.282 0 15.540 0.277
Ln(financial wealth) 8.092 4,591 0.668 17.308 0.334
Ln(real wealth) 10.918 3.200 0.668 18.295 0.280
Home owner 0.846 0.361 0 1 0.273
Control variables
Age/10 6.685 0.759 5 8 0.062
Female 0.597 0.491 0 1 -0.096
Non-white 0.157 0.364 0 1 -0.165
Immigrate 0.087 0.281 0 1 -0.078
Married 0.678 0.467 0 1 0.210
Self-assessed good health 0.451 0.498 0 1 0.307
Chronic diseases 0.643 0.479 0 1 -0.155
Life trauma 1.186 1.177 0 7 -0.082
Early life trauma 0.389 0.639 0 3 -0.153
Year 2008 0.256 0.437 0 1 -0.017
Year 2010 0.249 0.432 0 1 0.009
Year 2012 0.211 0.408 0 1 -0.053
Personality variables
Openness 2.950 0.548 1 4 0.280
Conscientiousness 3.388 0.469 1 4 0.225
Extraversion 3.201 0.553 1 4 0.237
Agreeableness 3.531 0.477 1 4 0.096
Neuroticism 2.023 0.606 1 4 -0.236
Socio-economic status
Subjective (SSES) 6.489 1.723 1 10 1
Objective (OSES) 6.489 1.541 -0.001 10.594 0.399

Note. Polychoric or polyserial correlation in thetlaolumn. All correlations are significantly diféat from zero at
the 1% significance level, except for those invodviyear 2008 and year 2010 that are not signifiearstandard

significance levels.
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Table 2. Self-perception of social status: regression aigly

Dependent variable SSES Pr. (overstate)
M ethod OoLS oLSs OLS Probit
1) (2 (©)] 4
High school 0.490*** 0.465*** 0.384*** -0.039***
(0.035) (0.034) (0.033) (0.011)
College 0.876*** 0.809*** 0.682*** -0.007
(0.042) (0.042) (0.040) (0.015)
Employee -0.053* 0.011 -0.016 -0.011
(0.031) (0.034) (0.032) (0.010)
Self-employed 0.152%*= 0.148*** 0.042 -0.042%**
(0.046) (0.046) (0.044) (0.015)
Ln(income) 0.160*** 0.143*** 0.127%*** 0.007*
(0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.004)
Ln(financial wealth) 0.072*** 0.058*** 0.055*%** -0005***
(0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.001)
Ln(real wealth) 0.059*** 0.048*** 0.041%*=* -0.002
(0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.002)
Home owner 0.059 0.027 0.036 0.007
(0.053) (0.052) (0.050) (0.015)
Age/10 0.211%** 0.174** 0.042%**
(0.022) (0.021) (0.006)
Female -0.084*** -0.062** -0.038***
(0.028) (0.029) (0.009)
Non-white 0.073 -0.060 -0.036***
(0.045) (0.043) (0.012)
Immigrate 0.011 0.046 -0.007
(0.055) (0.052) (0.015)
Married 0.149%** 0.175*** 0.045%**
(0.034) (0.032) (0.010)
Self-assessed good health 0.403*** 0.197*** 0.088*
(0.028) (0.028) (0.009)
Chronic diseases -0.093*** -0.045 -0.009
(0.030) (0.029) (0.009)
Life trauma -0.042%* -0.058*** -0.014%**
(0.012) (0.012) (0.004)
Early life trauma -0.167*** -0.132%** -0.032%**
(0.023) (0.022) (0.007)
Openness 0.400*** 0.107***
(0.030) (0.009)
Conscientiousness 0.145*** 0.035***
(0.033) (0.010)
Extraversion 0.379*** 0.102%**
(0.031) (0.010)
Agreeableness -0.217*** -0.057***
(0.035) (0.0112)
Neuroticism -0.309*** -0.074***
(0.024) (0.007)
Year 2008 -0.093*** -0.085*** -0.097*** -0.016
(0.033) (0.033) (0.031) (0.010)
Year 2010 -0.037 -0.073%** -0.077** -0.016*
(0.028) (0.028) (0.027) (0.009)
Year 2012 -0.075** -0.127*** -0.125%* -0.039***
(0.036) (0.036) (0.035) (0.011)
Constant 3.386*** 2.349%+* 1.480***
(0.157) (0.233) (0.261)
Observations 16,516 16,516 16,516 16,516
R-squared 0.181 0.210 0.270

Note. Column (4) reports average marginal effectshenprobability to overstate socio-economic status.
Under- and over- statement is based on the residiueth Column (1). Household-clustered standardrgiiro
parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 3. Under- and over- statement of social status: sumystatistics

Sample Overall Understate  Overstate Test
Social variables

High School 0.187 0.189 0.186 -0.605
College 0.104 0.091 0.114 4.887***
Employee 0.296 0.297 0.294 -0.416
Self-Employed 0.090 0.087 0.093 1.162
Ln(Income) 10.624 10.549 10.687 6.934***
Ln(Financial Wealth) 8.092 7.950 8.212 3.660***
Ln(Real Wealth) 10.918 10.776 11.038 5.255%**
Home owner 0.846 0.833 0.857 4.286***
Control variables

Age/10 6.685 6.640 6.723 6.994***
Female 0.597 0.624 0.574 -6.539***
Non-white 0.157 0.167 0.149 -3.083***
Immigrate 0.087 0.091 0.083 -1.753*
Married 0.678 0.650 0.702 7.143%**
Self-assessed good health 0.451 0.386 0.506 15#%95*
Chronic diseases 0.643 0.669 0.621 -6.428***
Life trauma 1.186 1.239 1.141 -5.296***
Early life trauma 0.389 0.436 0.350 -8.652%**
Year 2008 0.256 0.259 0.254 -0.598
Year 2010 0.249 0.246 0.251 0.804
Year 2012 0.211 0.220 0.203 -2.690***
Personality variables

Openness 2.950 2.839 3.044 24.470**
Conscientiousness 3.388 3.320 3.445 17.284***
Extraversion 3.201 3.087 3.297 24.792***
Agreeableness 3.531 3.490 3.565 9.990***
Neuroticism 2.023 2.132 1.932 -21.515%**
Socio-economic status

Subjective (SSES) 6.489 5.105 7.654 140.00%**
Objective (OSES) 6.489 6.406 6.559 6.367***
Observations 16,516 7,547 8.969

Note. The last column reports the outcome of a tamge t test on the equality of the mean in the
two sub-groups; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 4. Subjective and objective social status indicategression analysis

Dependent variable OSES SSES
Method OoLS OoLS OoLS \Y]
€] 2 ©)] 4)
OSES 0.332%** 0.097***
(0.011) (0.030)
Age/10 0.139*** 0.156*** 0.148*** 0.185***
(0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.019)
Female -0.107*** -0.080*** -0.086*** -0.105***
(0.026) (0.027) (0.029) (0.030)
Non-white -0.943*** -0.947*** -0.049 -0.272%**
(0.040) (0.039) (0.043) (0.050)
Immigrate -0.518*** -0.505*** 0.057 -0.061
(0.058) (0.057) (0.052) (0.053)
Married 0.880*** 0.874*** 0.173*** 0.378***
(0.029) (0.029) (0.031) (0.039)
Self-assessed good health 0.637*** 0.539%** 0.226* 0.352***
(0.024) (0.025) (0.028) (0.032)
Chronic diseases -0.198*** -0.167*** -0.041 -0.086*
(0.027) (0.026) (0.029) (0.030)
Life trauma -0.035*** -0.047*** -0.053*** -0.064**
(0.010) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012)
Early life trauma -0.191%** -0.166%** -0.155%** -0194***
(0.019) (0.019) (0.022) (0.023)
Openness 0.298*** 0.485*** 0.555%**
(0.027) (0.030) (0.032)
Conscientiousness 0.332*** 0.146*** 0.224***
(0.030) (0.033) (0.035)
Extraversion -0.086*** 0.340*** 0.320%***
(0.028) (0.031) (0.033)
Agreeableness -0.180*** -0.237*** -0.279***
(0.033) (0.035) (0.037)
Neuroticism -0.050** -0.311%** -0.323***
(0.021) (0.024) (0.025)
Year 2008 -0.092*** -0.105%** -0.066** -0.091%**
(0.026) (0.026) (0.032) (0.032)
Year 2010 -0.280*** -0.291%** -0.005 -0.074***
(0.021) (0.021) (0.027) (0.028)
Year 2012 -0.585*** -0.594*** -0.005 -0.145%**
(0.031) (0.030) (0.035) (0.039)
Constant 5.396*** 4,312%** 0.279 2.809***
(0.121) (0.180) (0.208) (0.251)
Observations 16,516 16,516 16,516 16,516
R-squared 0.279 0.301 0.258 0.227

Note. Column (4) reports the output of an IV regmsdbased on the approach of Lewbel (2012), where
heteroskedasticity-based instruments are genefeded the data. Household-clustered standard erirors

parentheses; ** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table Al. The “Big Five” personality traits

Per sonality Trait Definition Facetsin HRS
from APA Dictionary of Psychology
Openness “The tendency to be open to new aestbatioral, Creative
or intellectual experiences.” Imaginative
Intelligent
Curious

Broad-minded
Sophisticated

Adventurous
Conscientiousness “The tendency to be organized, responsible, abohanized
hardworking.” Responsible

Hardworking
(Not) Careless
Thorough

Extraversion “An orientation of one’s interests and energi€utgoing
toward the outer world of people and things ratHerendly
than the inner world of subjective experienckeively
characterized by positive affect and sociability.” Active

Talkative

Agreeableness “The tendency to act in a cooperative, unselfistelpful
manner.” Warm
Caring

Softhearted

Sympathetic

“A chronic level of emotional instability andvoody

Neuroticism proneness to psychological distress. EmotioNdbrrying
stability is predictability and consistency iiNervous
emotional reactions, with absence of rapid mo¢dot) Calm
changes.”
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Table A2. Further personality traits: regression analysis

Dependent variable SSES Pr. (overstate) OSES SSES
M ethod oLSs Probit oLSs OLS
v
(1) (2 (©)] 4 (5
OSES 0.291%** 0.105%**
(0.0112) (0.033)
High school 0.366*** -0.044***
(0.032) (0.011)
College 0.615%** -0.028*
(0.040) (0.015)
Employee -0.019 -0.008
(0.031) (0.0112)
Self-employed 0.031 -0.041***
(0.042) (0.015)
Ln(income) 0.146*** 0.011%**
(0.015) (0.004)
Ln(financial wealth) 0.043*** -0.008***
(0.003) (0.001)
Ln(real wealth) 0.039*** -0.002
(0.006) (0.002)
Home owner -0.041 -0.015
(0.050) (0.015)
Age/10 0.147%*= 0.038*** 0.128*** 0.113**= 0.137%*=*
(0.021) (0.007) (0.017) (0.019) (0.019)
Female -0.087*** -0.045%** -0.154%** -0.126*** -0.B5***
(0.029) (0.010) (0.026) (0.029) (0.030)
Non_white -0.047 -0.037*** -0.856*** -0.029 -0.189*
(0.044) (0.013) (0.040) (0.044) (0.051)
Immigrate -0.009 -0.014 -0.246%** 0.005 -0.040
(0.053) (0.016) (0.057) (0.054) (0.054)
Married 0.110%** 0.036*** 0.633*** 0.128*** 0.246%**
(0.040) (0.013) (0.035) (0.039) (0.043)
Self-assessed good health 0.064** 0.029%** 0.374*** 0.088*** 0.158***
(0.028) (0.009) (0.025) (0.028) (0.030)
Chronic diseases -0.007 -0.002 -0.129*** -0.003 28.0
(0.028) (0.010) (0.025) (0.029) (0.029)
Life trauma -0.026** -0.006 -0.051%** -0.022* -0.03**
(0.012) (0.004) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012)
Early life trauma -0.093*** -0.024** -0.133*** -0113*** -0.138***
(0.022) (0.007) (0.019) (0.022) (0.022)
Openness 0.356*** 0.100*** 0.215*** 0.436*** 0.476*
(0.031) (0.010) (0.027) (0.031) (0.032)
Conscientiousness 0.044 0.013 0.224*** 0.043 0.084**
(0.035) (0.0112) (0.031) (0.035) (0.036)
Extraversion 0.243*** 0.071%*= -0.132%** 0.210%** 0185***
(0.032) (0.010) (0.028) (0.032) (0.033)
Agreeableness -0.254%* -0.072%** -0.248%*** -0.278* -0.324%**
(0.035) (0.012) (0.032) (0.035) (0.037)
Neuroticism -0.095*** -0.023*** 0.123*** -0.092*** -0.069**
(0.026) (0.008) (0.023) (0.026) (0.027)

(Continues in the next page)
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Table A2. (Continued)

Dependent variable SSES Pr. (overstate) OSES SSES
Method OoLS Probit OoLS OoLS OoLS
€] 2 ©)] 4) ©)
Life satisfaction 0.171%** 0.040%*** 0.111%** 0.173* 0.193***
(0.012) (0.003) (0.010) (0.012) (0.013)
Social network -0.021 -0.006 0.073*** -0.032 -0.018
(0.024) (0.008) (0.022) (0.024) (0.025)
Hostility -0.058*** -0.016*** -0.101%** -0.075%** - 0.093***
(0.015) (0.005) (0.012) (0.015) (0.015)
Optimism 0.003 0.006 -0.043*** 0.005 -0.003
(0.014) (0.004) (0.012) (0.014) (0.014)
Pessimism 0.007 0.003 -0.080*** -0.000 -0.015
(0.016) (0.005) (0.014) (0.016) (0.016)
Hopeless -0.109*** -0.031*** -0.109*** -0.117%*=* -0137***
(0.018) (0.005) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018)
Loneliness 0.061* 0.026*** 0.031 0.074* 0.079**
(0.032) (0.010) (0.028) (0.032) (0.033)
Personal constraints -0.026 -0.007 -0.033** -0.025 -0.031*
(0.016) (0.005) (0.014) (0.016) (0.017)
Mastery 0.089*** 0.020*** 0.001 0.081*** 0.081***
(0.015) (0.004) (0.012) (0.015) (0.015)
Reciprocity 0.087*** 0.022%** -0.047*** 0.076*** 0.@®7***
(0.016) (0.005) (0.015) (0.017) (0.017)
Purpose in life 0.045** 0.008 0.015 0.049** 0.052**
(0.020) (0.006) (0.017) (0.020) (0.020)
Year 2008 -0.204*** -0.038*** -0.164*** -0.179%** 0.210%**
(0.032) (0.0112) (0.027) (0.033) (0.033)
Year 2010 -0.173*** -0.040%** -0.342%** -0.111%*=* 0.175%**
(0.029) (0.010) (0.023) (0.029) (0.030)
Year 2012 -0.221%** -0.057*** -0.582*** -0.127#*** 0.235%**
(0.036) (0.012) (0.031) (0.037) (0.041)
Constant 0.976*** 5.716*** 1.796*** 2.860***
(0.297) (0.217) (0.253) (0.316)
Observations 14,707 14,707 14,707 14,707 14,707
R-squared 0.318 0.318 0.306 0.288

Note. Column (2) reports average marginal effecttherprobability to overstate socio-economic statireder- and over-

statement is based on the output of Table 2, Col(ifrHousehold-clustered standard errors in paesat; *** p<0.01,

** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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